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reason such transformations are constantly required can be explained by the "multiple-representation thesis" proposed by Flower and Hayes ("Images" 120). It suggests that readers' and writers' mental representations are not limited to verbally well-formed ideas and plans, but may include information coded as visual images, or as emotions, or as linguistic propositions that exist just above the level of specific words. These representations may also reflect more abstract schema, such as the schema most people have for narrative or for establishing credibility in a conversation. Turning information coded in any of these forms into a fully verbal articulation of the "point," replete with wellspecified connections between ideas and presented according to the standard conventions of a given discourse, is constructive; it can involve not only translating one kind of representation into another, but reorganizing knowledge and creating new knowledge, new conceptual nodes and connections. In essence, it makes sense to take the metaphor of "construction" seriously.
It should be clear that this image of "meaning" as a rich network of disparate kinds of information is in sharp contrast to the narrow, highly selective and fully verbal statement of a text's gist or "meaning" that students may be asked to construct for an exam or a book review. Statements of that sort do, of course, serve useful functions, but we should not confuse them with the multi-dimensional, mental structures of meaning created by the cognitive and affective process of reading.
If reading, then, is a process of responding to cues in the text and in the reader's context to build a complex, multi-faceted representation of meaning, it should be no surprise that different readers might construct radically different representations of the same text and might use very different strategies to do so. This makes the goals of teacher and researcher look very much alike: both the teacher and the researcher are interested in the means by which readers (especially students) construct multi-faceted representations, or "meaning." The study we are about to describe looks at a practical and theoretical question that this constructive view of reading raises: namely, what strategies, other than those based on knowing the topic, do readers bring to the process of understanding difficult texts-and how does this translate into pedagogy?
Seeing reading as a constructive act encourages us as teachers to move from merely teaching texts to teaching readers. The teacher as co-reader can both model a sophisticated reading process and help students draw out the rich possibilities of texts and readers, rather than trying to insure that all students interpret texts in a single, "correct" way-and in the same way. Yet this goaldrawing out the rich possibilities of texts and of readers-is easier to describe than to reach.
What is "Good Reading"?
The notion of multiple, constructed representations also helps us understand a recurring frustration for college teachers: the problem of "good" readers who 170 College Composition and Communication 39 (May 1988) appear to miss the point or who seem unable or unwilling to read critically. Many of our students are "good" readers in the traditional sense: they have large vocabularies, read quickly, are able to do well at comprehension tasks involving recall of content. They can identify topic sentences, introductions and conclusions, generalizations and supporting details. Yet these same students often frustrate us, as they paraphrase rather than analyze, summarize rather than criticize texts. Why are these students doing less than we hope for?
To interpret any sophisticated text seems to require not only careful reading and prior knowledge, but the ability to read the text on several levels, to build multi-faceted representations. A text is understood not only as content and information, but also as the result of someone's intentions, as part of a larger discourse world, and as having real effects on real readers. In an earlier study, we say that experienced readers made active use of the strategy of rhetorical reading not only to predict and interpret texts but to solve problems in comprehension (Flower, "Construction of Purpose.") Vipond and Hunt have observed a related strategy of "point-driven" (vs. "story-driven") reading which people bring to literary texts.
If we view reading as the act of constructing multi-faceted yet integrated representations, we might hypothesize that the problem students have with critical reading of difficult texts is less the representations they are constructing than those they fail to construct. Their representations of text are closely tied to content: they read for information. Our students may believe that if they understand all the words and can paraphrase the propositional content of a text, then they have successfully "read" it.
While a content representation is often satisfactory-it certainly meets the needs of many pre-college read-to-take-a-test assignments-it falls short with tasks or texts which require analysis and criticism. What many of our students can do is to construct representations of content, of structure, and of conventional features. What they often fail to do is to move beyond content and convention and construct representations of texts as purposeful actions, arising from contexts, and with intended effects. "Critical reading" involves more than careful reading for content, more than identification of conventional features of discourse, such as introductions or examples, and more than simple evaluation based on agreeing or disagreeing. Sophisticated, difficult texts often require the reader to build an equally sophisticated, complex representation of meaning. But how does this goal translate into the process of reading?
As intriguing as this notion of the active construction of meaning is, we really have no direct access to the meanings/representations that readers build. We cannot enter the reader's head and watch as the construction of meaning proceeds. Nor can we get anything but an indirect measure of the nature, content, and structure of that representation. What we can do, however, is to watch the way that readers go about building representations: we can observe their use of reading strategies and so infer something about the representations they build.
In order to learn something about the construction of meaning by readers, we observed and analyzed the strategies of ten readers. Four were experienced college readers, graduate students (aged 26 to 31 years), three in engineering and one in rhetoric; six were student readers, college freshmen aged 18 and 19, three classified "average" and three classified "above average" by their freshman composition teachers.
We were interested in how readers go about "constructing" meaning and the constructive strategies they use to do so. However, we suspected that many academic topics would give an unfair advantage to the more experienced readers, who would be able to read automatically by invoking their knowledge of academic topics and discourse conventions. This automaticity would, however, make their constructive reading harder for us to see. We wanted a text that would require equally active problem solving by both groups. So, in order to control for such knowledge, we designed a task in which meaning was under question for all readers, and in which prior topic knowledge would function as only one of many possible tools used to build an interpretation. Therefore, the text began in medias res, without orienting information about author, source, topic, or purpose. We felt that in this way we could elicit the full range of constructive strategies these readers could call upon when the situation demanded it.
The text, part of the preface to Sylvia Farnham-Diggory's Cognitive Processes in Education, was like many texts students read, easy to decode but difficult to interpret, with a high density of information and a number of semi-technical expressions which had to be defined from context. The readers read and thought aloud as they read. In addition, they answered the question "how do you interpret the text now?" at frequent intervals. The question was asked of readers eight times, thus creating nine reading "episodes." The slash marks indicate where the question appeared, and also mark episode boundaries, which we discuss later. To see the effect of this manipulation on eliciting interpretive strategies, you might wish to read the experimental text before going further. (Sentence numbers have been added.) But somehow the social muddle persists."s Some wonderful children come from appalling homes; some terrible children come from splendid homes.s2 Practice may have a limited relationship to perfection-at least it cannot substitute for talent.s3 Women are not happy when they are required to pretend that a physical function is equivalent to a mental one.s4 Many children teach themselves to read years before they are supposed to be "ready.'"s5 / Many men would not dream of basing their self-esteem on "cave man" prowess.s6 And despite their verbal glibness, teenagers seem to be in a worse mess than ever.s7 / What has gone wrong?s8 Are the psychological principles invalid?s9 Are they too simple for a complex world?s?0 / Like the modern world, modern scientific psychology is extremely technical and complex.sl The application of any particular set of psychological principles to any particular real problem requires a double spe-
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cialist: a specialist in the scientific area, and a specialist in the real area. s 12 / Not many such double specialists exist.sl3 The relationship of a child's current behavior to his early home life, for example, is not a simple problem-Sunday Supplement psychology notwithstanding.s14 / Many variables must be understood and integrated: special ("critical") periods of brain sensitivity, nutrition, genetic factors, the development of attention and perception, language, time factors (for example, the amount of time that elapses between a baby's action and a mother's smile), and so on.s15 Mastery of these principles is a full-time professional occupation.s16 / The professional application of these principles-in, say a day-care center-is also a full-time occupation, and one that is foreign to many laboratory psychologists.s17 Indeed, a laboratory psychologist may not even recognize his pet principles when they are realized in a day care setting.s18 / What is needed is a coming together of real-world and laboratory specialists that will require both better communication and more complete experience.s19 / The laboratory specialists must spend some time in a real setting; the real-world specialists must spend some time in a theoretical laboratory.s20 Each specialist needs to practice thinking like his counterpart.s21 Each needs to practice translating theory into reality, and reality into theory.s22
The technique of in-process probing tries to combine the immediacy of concurrent reporting with the depth of information obtained through frequent questioning. It can of course give us only an indirect and partial indication of the actual representation. What it does reveal are gist-making strategies used at a sequence of points during reading, and it offers a cumulative picture of a text-under-construction.
Aside from our manipulation of the presentation, the text was a typical college reading task. Part of the author's introduction to an educational psychology textbook, it presented an array of facts about the social reality of learning, problems of education, and the aims of research. Our reading of the text, obviously also a constructed one, but one constructed with the benefit of a full knowledge of the source and context, included two main facts and two central claims. In a later analysis, we used these facts and claims to describe some of the transactions of readers and text. Not all the freshman student readers' transactions with the text were as superficial and oversimplified as Kara's-nor were they all as contented with their readings of the text. Bob-an above-average freshmen with a pre-med major-paraphrases content linearly like Kara, but he also sets up a hypothetical structure for the text: "It seems that different points are being brought out and each one has a kind of a contradiction in it, and it seems like an introduction .. ." Unlike Kara, however, he becomes frustrated, unable to reconcile his own beliefs with what he's reading: "Well, I don't think they're too simple for a complex world. I don't think these are very simple things that are being said here. I think the situations-women, children, and men-I think they're pretty complex . . . so I don't understand why it said 'too simple for a complex world' " (sentence 10).
Our The "texts" or representations of meaning that the readers created as they were wrestling with the text and thinking aloud were dramatically different in both quantity-the amount of information they contained-and quality-the kinds of information they contained and the amount of the original text they accounted for. However, with no direct access to the internal representations that readers were building, we looked instead at the overt strategies they seemed to be using.
Strategies for Constructing Meaning
The initial transactions with text suggested some differences among readers. Our next move was to more systematically analyze these differences. Each protocol contained two kinds of verbalizations: actual reading of the text aloud and comments in which the readers were thinking aloud. About half of these comments were in response to the question, "How do you interpret the text now?" and the rest were unprompted responses. Each comment was sorted into one of three categories, based on what the readers seemed to be "attending to." This simple, three-part coding scheme distinguished between Content, Function/Feature, and Rhetorical reading strategies. These strategies are readily identifiable with some practice; our inter-rater reliability, determined by simple pair-wise comparisons, averaged 82%. Later, after about 20 min-utes' instruction in the context of a college reading classroom, students could identify the strategies in the reading of others with close to 70% reliability.
Comments coded as content strategies are concerned with content or topic information, "what the text is about." The reader may be questioning, interpreting, or summing content, paraphrasing what the text "is about" or "is saying." The reader's goal in using content strategies seems to be getting information from the text. Some examples of comments coded as content strategies: "So we're talking about psychological principles here." "I think it's about changing social conditions, like families in which both parents work, and changing roles of women." "I don't know what glibness is, so it's still confusing."
As Table 1 shows, both student and more experienced readers spent a large proportion of their effort using content strategies. On the average, 77% of the reading protocol was devoted to content strategies for students, 67% for the older readers. Building a representation of content seems to be very important for all of the readers we studied.
Function/feature strategies were used to refer to conventional, generic functions of texts, or conventional features of discourse. These strategies seemed closely tied to the text: readers frequently named text parts, pointing to specific words, sentences, or larger sections of text-"This is the main point," "This must be an example," "I think this is the introduction." While content strategies seemed to be used to explain what the text was "saying," function/ feature strategies were often used to name what the text was "doing": "Here he's contrasting," "This part seems to be explaining. .. ." In short, the use of these strategies suggests that readers are constructing spatial, functional, or relational structures for the text. Some examples of comments coded as function/feature strategies: "I guess these are just examples." "Is this the introduction?" "This seems to be the final point."
Predictably, these strategies accounted for less of the protocol than did the content strategies: 22% for students, 20% for more experienced readers (See Table 1 ). And the groups of readers looked similar in their use of this strategy. This, too, may be expected: Identifying features such as introductions, examples, and conclusions is standard fare in many junior high and high school curricula. In addition, these students are of at least average ability within a competitive private university. We might ask if more basic readerswithout the skills or reading experiences of these students-might demonstrate less use of the function/feature strategies. Further, these readers were all reading from paper; people reading from computer screens-a number which is rapidly increasing-may have difficulty creating and recalling spatial and 176
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Rhetorical strategies take a step beyond the text itself. They are concerned with constructing a rhetorical situation for the text, trying to account for author's purpose, context, and effect on the audience. In rhetorical reading strategies readers use cues in the text, and their own knowledge of discourse situations, to recreate or infer the rhetorical situation of the text they are reading. There is some indication that these strategies were used to help readers uncover the actual "event" of the text, a unique event with a particular author and actual effects. One reader likened the author of the text to a contemporary rhetorician: "This sounds a little like Richard Young to me." Readers seem to be constructing a rhetorical situation for the text and relating this text to a larger world of discourse. These examples demonstrate some of the range of rhetorical strategies: comments concerned with author's purpose, context or source, intended audience, and actual effect. Some examples of rhetorical reading strategies:
"So the author is trying to make the argument that you need scientific specialists in psychology." "I wonder if it [the article) is from Ms." "I don't think this would work for the man-in-the-street." "I wonder, though, if this is a magazine article, and I wonder if they expected it to be so confusing." While the groups of readers employed content and function/feature strategies similarly, there is a dramatic difference in their use of the rhetorical strategy category. Less than 1% (in fact, one statement by one reader) of the students' protocols contained rhetorical strategies, while 13% of the experienced readers' effort went into rhetorical strategies. This is particularly striking when we consider the richness and wealth of information contained in While the student reader is mainly creating a gist and paraphrasing content, the experienced reader does this and more-he then tries to infer the author's purpose and even creates a sort of strident persona for the writer. If readers can only build representations for which they have constructive tools or strategies, then it is clear that this student reader-and in fact all of the student readers we studied-are not building rhetorical representations of this text. In fact, these student readers seem to be focused almost exclusively on content. The student reader above is a case in point: her goal seems to be to extract information from the text, and once that is done-via a simple paraphrase-she is satisfied with her reading of the text. We called this type of content reading "knowledge-getting," to underscore the similarity to the knowledge-telling strategy identified by Bereiter and Scardamalia (72) in immature writers. In both knowledge-getting and knowledge-telling, the focus is on content; larger rhetorical purposes seem to play no role. It is useful to see rhetorical reading not as a separate and different strategy but as a progressive enlargement of the constructed meaning of a text. These student readers seldom "progressed" to that enlarged view. Reading for content is usually dominant and crucial-other kinds of strategies build upon content representations. Functions and features strategies are generic and con-
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ventional-easily identified in texts and often explicitly taught. Rhetorical strategies include not only a representation of discourse as discourse but as unique discourse with a real author, a specific purpose, and actual effects. This possible relationship between strategies may point to a building of skills, a progression which makes intuitive sense and is supported by what we know about how reading is typically taught and by teachers' reports of typical student reading problems.
The difference in the use that experienced and student readers make of these strategies does not in itself make a convincing case for their value. Rhetorical reading strategies certainly look more sophisticated and elaborate, but an important question remains: What does rhetorical reading do for readers? We might predict that constructing the additional rhetorical representationrequiring more depth of processing-would be an asset in particularly problematic reading tasks: texts in a subject area about which the reader knows little, or texts complex in structure. It might also be important in those reading tasks in which recognizing author's intention is crucial: propaganda, satire, even the interpretation of assignments in school.
However, let us consider a rival hypothesis for a moment: maybe rhetorical strategies are simply "frosting on the cake." Maybe good readers use these strategies because reading for information is easier for them, and they have extra cognitive resources to devote to what might be largely peripheral concerns of the rhetorical situation.
We suspect that this was not the case, that rhetorical reading is not merely "frosting on the cake" for several reasons: first, in the absence of a rhetorical situation for the text, all experienced readers constructed one. Second, the more experienced readers seemed to be using all the strategies in tandem; i.e., they used the rhetorical strategies to help construct content, and vice versa. They did not "figure out" the content, and then do rhetorical reading as an "embellishment." Rhetorical reading strategies were interwoven with other strategies as the readers constructed their reading of the texts.
And third, in the "tug of war" between text and reader which characterizes constructive reading (Tierney and Pearson 34), we found that the rhetorical readers seemed to recognize and assimilate more facts and claims into their reading of the text. Recall that there were two facts and two claims which we felt constituted a successful reading of this text. We used readers' recognition of these facts and claims to gauge and to describe the kind of representation they had constructed. In recognizing facts in the text, both groups of readers did well. But there were very interesting differences in the patterns of recognition of claims in the text. Readers who used the rhetorical strategies, first, recognized more claims, and second, identified claims sooner than other readers. As we described earlier, our presentation of the text to the readers created nine reading episodes; each asked for the readers' interpretation of "the text so far" at the end of the episode. This allowed us some measure of constructed meaning by plotting the points at which readers recognized each fact or claim. We said that readers recognized a claim when they mentioned it as a possibility. This "recognition" was often tentative; readers made comments such as "So maybe this section is saying the two kinds of scientists should communicate," or "I guess this could solve the stuff at the beginning about social muddle."
The "episode line" in Figure 1 shows the points at which two readers (a student and a more experienced reader) recognized Claim 1, plotted in relation to the point at which the text would reasonably permit such recognition. At episode 4 (the first point at which it would be possible to infer Claim 1), 25% of the experienced readers had inferred and mentioned this idea. At episode 5, 50% of these readers recognized it, at episode 6, 75% saw it, and by episode 7 all of the experienced readers had inferred Claim 1. In contrast, none of the student readers recognized this claim until episode 8, when it was cued in the text. At that point, 33% of the students noted it. At episode 9, when Claim 1 was restated, the rest of the students recognized it.
Claim 2 was never explicitly stated in the text, but half the experienced readers had inferred this claim at episode 8 and all had inferred it at episode 9. None of the student readers offered any hints that they had recognized this implicit claim. It seems that the rhetorical readers were better able to recognize an important claim that was never explicitly spelled out in the text. In sophisticated texts, many important high-level claims-like Claim 2-remain implicit, but are crucial nonetheless.
This study, because it is observational rather than experimental, does not allow us to conclude that the rhetorical reading we observed in the more expe-acts-rather than bodies of facts and information-is desirable, useful, and important for reading and writing of all kinds. This is the kind of meaning building we would like students to do, and rhetorical reading is one strategy that may help them do it. In saying this, however, we recognize that this knowledge will do us little good if we can't use it to help students. People must be able to construct elaborate representations of meaning, and they must have the strategies to do so. How this is to come about is not clear.
Our first attempt at "suggestive" teaching-introducing the students to the concept of rhetorical reading and encouraging them to use it-found that while students could identify the rhetorical reading strategy in the reading of others, they were less successful at using it. Can we expect merely to hand students tools for building rich representations of text and set them to work? Or will rhetorical reading require active teaching-teaching by direct instruction, by modelling, and by encouraging students to become contributing and committed members of rhetorical communities?
Although the answers to these questions are not yet clear, we offer here our own reading of these results: first, some readers are actively concerned with the situations from which texts arise. These readers seemed to expend some effort in representing the rhetorical situation of a text they are reading. However, reading is a complex cognitive activity. It involves constructing representations on several levels, and student readers, even good students, seem to be bogged down in content: they focus on knowledge-getting while reading.
We believe that teaching students to read rhetorically is genuinely difficult. It is difficult in the way that teaching students to write rhetorically is difficult. In fact, this work with student and experienced readers provides a potential parallel to research results with student and expert writers. While expert writers, like those Flower, Hayes, Shriver, Carey, and Haas have studied, work within a rhetorical framework-imagining audience response, acknowledging context and setting their own purposeful goals-students writers often concentrate on content and information-they "knowledge tell," in Bereiter and Scardamalia's terms. Similarly, these student readers seem to concentrate on knowledge, content, what the text is about-not taking into account that the text is the product of a writer's intentions and is designed to produce an effect on a specific audience.
While experienced readers may understand that both reading and writing are context-rich, situational, constructive acts, many students may see reading and writing as merely an information exchange: knowledge-telling when they write, and "knowledge-getting" when they read. Helping students move beyond this simple, information-exchange view to a more complex rhetorical model-in both their reading and their writing-is one of the very real tasks which faces us as teachers. And research with real readers and writers continues to offer insights into the equally complex ways all of us construct meaning.
